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1.  ABSTRACT 
 
Underwater blasts propagate further and injure more readily than equivalent air blasts.  Development of 
effective personal protection and countermeasures, however, requires knowledge of the currently unknown 
human tolerance to underwater blast.  Current guidelines for prevention of underwater blast injury are not 
based on any organized injury risk assessment, human data or experimental data.  The goal of this study 
was to derive injury risk assessments for underwater blast using well-characterized human underwater blast 
exposures in the open literature.  The human injury dataset was compiled using 34 case reports on 
underwater blast exposure to 475 personnel, dating as early as 1916.  Using severity ratings, computational 
reconstructions of the blasts, and survival information from a final set of 262 human exposures, injury risk 
models were developed for both injury severity and risk of fatality as functions of blast impulse and blast 
peak overpressure.  Based on this human data, we found that the 50% risk of fatality from underwater blast 
occurred at 600±170 kPa-ms impulse.  This risk value is the first impulse-based fatality risk calculated 
from human data. The gross inconsistency between the exposures in the case reports and the previously-
available guidelines further underscored the need for this new guideline based on injury data. 
 
2.  INTRODUCTION 
 
The lethal effects at a distance of underwater blasts have been known at least since the 1820s following the 
clearance and salvage of the Royal George in Portsmouth harbor in 1829 [1, 2].  Underwater blast injuries 
to humans were first described as the result of accidental depth charge detonations in 1916 during WWI 
[3].  Since then, the military and scientific communities have proclaimed the need for a realistic injury 
guideline for underwater blast exposures; however, even as recently as 2001 that need had yet to be 
fulfilled [4].  There is extensive  literature on pulmonary injury and fatality risk assessments for air blast, 
some of the work driven by potential nuclear weapons exposure [5] and short and long peak overpressure 
duration military exposure (e.g. [6-8]).  More recently, blast neurotrauma injury and fatality assessments 
have been derived [9, 10].  Much of this work was based on scaling animal risk assessments to human 
exposure conditions.    Owing to differences in coupling between air/torso and water/torso, it is unclear 
how these air blast studies may apply to underwater blast injury risk. 

Though underwater blasts propagate further and injure more readily than air blasts [11], the current 
U.S. Navy underwater risk guidelines are not based on actual blast exposure data.  Instead, they are based 
entirely on the loose assertion that since the surface of the water “shreds” at approximately 3440 kPa (500 
psi), the same pressure guideline must apply for tearing the inside of the human lungs [12].  This 
speculation has propagated through Navy literature since its original publication in 1943, and has never 
been updated through experimentation, theoretical calculations or any other means [13].  In fact, very few 
underwater blast injury guidelines have been based on data of any kind, and those guidelines that were 
based on data are still remarkably inconsistent in their recommendation of safe ranges from the blast [14].  
This inconsistency is likely caused by the non-ideal setups and lack of appropriate inter-species scaling 
found in the majority of these experiments [15-19].  Despite the lack of accurate guidelines, military 
missions frequently expose personnel to underwater blast with an unquantified risk of injury or death.  The 
purpose of this study was to use actual exposure data to create a meaningful underwater blast injury 
guideline. 
 
3.  BACKGROUND 
 
While air blast injuries typically can occur via one of four general categories  [20], the increased density 
and viscosity of water relative to air mean that underwater blast injuries occur almost exclusively as the 



direct result of overpressure or primary blast.  Similar to air blast, the gas-containing organs are by far the 
most affected in an underwater blast exposure.  Occasional lesions of the liver occur [21, 22], but the 
majority of injuries occur through spalling of epithelium and microvasculature into air spaces in the lungs 
and intestinal tracts [23-26].  The prevalence and severity of intestinal damage is unique to underwater blast 
injuries.  In addition, most available cases occur near the surface of the water.  The importance of proximity 
to the surface on the resulting injury risk will be discussed in more detail in below. 

Unlike for air blast, even ideal underwater blasts may not have a waveform that can be described 
using a Friedlander-like equation.  Underwater blast waveforms are affected by numerous parameters 
including charge depth, bottom depth, gage depth, bottom reflectivity, and gas bubble fluctuations 
following detonation.  Their effects on the shape of the blast waveform have been investigated exhaustively 
since the early 1940s and some are still the subject of active research [27-32].  Though the details of 
underwater blast physics are beyond the scope of this publication, there are two main points that are 
important to this study: 1) no research group has ever identified a Friedlander-like equation that accurately 
describes a generalized underwater blast waveform and 2) the surface of the water reflects a tension wave 
back down into the body of water that decreases the pressure of the primary waveform wherever the two 
intersect.  This tension wave can result in a dramatic decrease both in peak pressure and in overall impulse 
for measurement points near the surface of the water.  These decreases play an important role because the 
majority of human exposures to underwater blast have occurred at or near the surface of the water.  Like air 
blasts, positive-pressure waves in underwater blasts are reflected off of surfaces with higher densities such 
as structures or the ocean bottom, but this effect is uncommon in human exposures unless the exposure 
occurs in shallow water or an enclosed space.  Because of these complexities, descriptive parameters like 
peak pressure and impulse are often difficult to predict without advanced computational modeling. 

The intensity of blast is well known to depend on more than one physical parameter that contributes 
to pressure or impulse time history.  For ideal air blasts, the Friedlander waveform allows an indirect but 
comprehensive description of blast intensity through only two parameters, often peak pressure and positive 
phase duration.  Many currently-available air blast injury criteria use these two parameters to describe 
exposure and therefore injury risk [cf. 5,6].  For the complex waveforms from underwater blasts, the entire 
shape of the curve is much more variable and a positive phase duration value is often difficult to determine.  
An actual impulse value is therefore a more comprehensive description of the overall blast waveform.  The 
difficulty in precisely calculating or predicting impulse has lead most researchers to prescribe a guideline 
based on range or peak pressure, even though these factors have long been thought to be insufficient [14, 
18, 28, 33, 34]. 

Though there are no simple theoretical models for underwater explosions, they can be accurately 
modeled using finite-element and finite-volume methods.  These computational programs can account for 
the many factors that complicate underwater blasts [35, 36].  One of the most prominent pieces of modeling 
software is the US Navy’s DYSMAS hydrocode, which uses the Gemini Eulerian solver to model the 
pressures resulting from underwater blasts.  This software has been extensively validated and shown to 
accurately reproduce the effects of underwater blasts, even in complex environments [37, 38].  DYSMAS 
provided general pressure time histories based on ranges and explosives from the case literature to correlate 
with the observed injuries from underwater blast.  
 
4. METHODS   
 
4.1 Injury ratings 
 
In contrast with air blast, there is a very limited amount of well-characterized experimental exposure data 
for underwater blast.  However, during WWII at least as many military casualties were incurred from 
underwater blast as from air blast [39].  Hundreds of case reports of underwater blast exposure were 
published by military doctors, and many of these case reports contain extensive information about the 
scenario creating the blast exposure [3, 15, 24, 34, 40-57].  Much of this literature is based on experiences 
in WWII when sailors in the water were exposed to blasts from depth charges, either from enemy vessels or 
from primed charges that detonated as their own ships sank.  In addition, a handful of more recent human 
experiments and isolated blast incidents have been published with details of the exposures [17, 21, 26, 58-
62].  The resulting database had 475 human exposures at various ranges from the blasts, making it the 
largest underwater blast injury database compiled to date. 



The injuries described ranged from mild abdominal discomfort and coughing to near-
instantaneous fatalities.  Many case studies contain comprehensive anatomical information, but frequently a 
detailed description of symptoms was the only medical information provided.  Since modern injury rating 
systems do not rely upon symptoms alone, rating systems for both pulmonary and abdominal injuries were 
developed that included seven ordinal levels of severity.  These numerical severity ratings were based on 
the reported symptoms, surgical findings, and autopsy reports.  Severity estimates were derived from a 
collaboration of physicians and biomedical engineers including a colon and rectal surgeon with decades of 
experience treating intestinal abnormalities.   For comparison, the injury ratings were associated with the 
AIS trauma injury scales for both pulmonary injuries [63] and abdominal injuries [64].  The ratings were 
designed to minimize the effect of differences in medical care across the cases, relying upon initial 
presentation of the patient rather than long-term prognosis.  The rating scales are shown in Tables 1 and 2. 
 

Table 1. Injury rating scale for abdominal injuries from underwater blast exposures.  ⁺Modern medical 
standards mandate surgery for any size intestinal perforation. In contrast, surgery in the 1940s carried a large risk of 

infection, and antibiotics were far less available/effective.  The decision to operate was used to assess, retrospectively, 
the severity of the patient’s symptoms upon presentation, not to denote an acceptable modern medical standard of care. 
ABDOMINAL INJURY SCALE 
Rating Severity Symptomatic Scale AIS Scales for Small 

Bowel/Colon/Rectum [64] 
0 None   
1 Minor X-ray evidence; OR mild hemorrhaging; OR 

discomfort/pain; OR localized rigidity; NO 
general rigidity 

Contusion or hematoma without 
devascularization; OR partial-thickness 
laceration without perforation 

2 Moderate Moderate hemorrhaging; OR 
discomfort/pain/general rigidity indicative of 
perforations deemed not to require surgery based 
on standards of treatment at time of injury⁺ 

Laceration <50% of circumference 

3 Serious Severe hemorrhaging; OR perforations severe 
enough to warrant surgery based on standards of 
treatment at time of injury⁺ 

Laceration ≥50% of circumference 
without transection 

4 Severe Multiple or unusually large perforations, 
possibly severe enough to cause death in 1943 
but likely treatable by modern medical practices  

Transection of small bowel/colon; Full-
thickness laceration of rectum with 
extension into peritoneum 

5 Critical Untreatable in 1940s, would still likely be 
untreatable now; primarily palliative measures 

Transection with segmental tissue loss 
in the small bowel/colon; OR 
devascularized segment in the small 
bowel/colon/rectum 

6 Maximum Fatality within 30 minutes of exposure Maximal (currently untreatable) 
 

Table 2. Injury rating scale for pulmonary injuries from underwater blast exposures. 
PULMONARY INJURY SCALE 
Ratin
g 

Severity Symptomatic Scale AIS Pulmonary Scale [63] 

0 None   
1 Minor Some x-ray evidence but asymptomatic Contusion (unilateral <1 lobe) 
2 Moderate Coughing; OR shallow breathing Contusion (unilateral whole lob); OR 

laceration (simple pneumothorax) 
3 Serious Mild hemoptysis; OR difficulty breathing  Contusion (unilateral >1 lobe); OR 

laceration (persistent >72hrs , airleak 
from distal airway); OR hematoma 
(nonexpanding intraparenchymal) 

4 Severe Severe symptoms, treatable by modern medical 
practice, possible recovery or fatality 

Laceration (major airway leak); OR 
hematoma (expanding hematoma); OR 
vascular (primary branch 
intrapulmonary vessel disruption)   

5 Critical Severe cyanosis; OR severe hemoptysis; likely 
untreatable by modern medical practice; 
typically fatal 

Vascular (hilar vessel disruption); OR 
multilobar lung laceration with tension 
pneumothorax 

6 Maximum Fatality within 30 minutes of exposure Maximal (currently untreatable) 



 
After the rating scales were developed, the injuries in the database were independently assigned a 
numerical severity by three different reviewers: a former-Army physician (MD) with prior blast trauma 
experience, an experienced PhD blast researcher, and a PhD student blast researcher.  Each reviewer 
blindly and independently rated each injury according to the scales and the Cohen’s kappa coefficient was 
calculated to determine inter-rate reliability between the MD and experienced PhD reviewers (0.42 for the 
abdominal scale, 0.54 for the pulmonary scale).  The PhD student’s ratings were only used as a tiebreaker 
to determine a final injury value for cases with conflicting reviewer values.  The final Cohen’s kappa 
coefficients between the MD reviewer’s values and the final values were 0.65 and 0.70 for abdominal and 
pulmonary injuries respectively, and the coefficients for the experienced PhD reviewer were 0.71 and 0.77 
respectively.  These high kappa values indicate that the scale developed is sufficiently detailed to 
consistently describe the level of injury for the cases in the database. 
 
4.2 Blast assessment 
 
Many of the case reports contained sufficient detail to completely reconstruct the exposure scenarios, 
including charge type and estimated distance from the explosion center.  Some of the publications issued 
during WWII did not contain detailed information on charge types because the information was still 
considered sensitive, but the charge types could be determined retroactively based on incident dates, 
vessels involved, locations, and personnel nationalities.  Most of the exposures were depth charges, which 
had either a preset detonation depth or a very limited number of user-selectable detonation depths.  Based 
on the depth charge model and the type of warfare being conducted when the vessel was sunk, the 
detonation depth could usually be determined fairly conclusively.  If a case did not contain sufficient 
information to determine all of the scenario parameters, that case was eliminated from the final dataset. 

Once the exposures were reconstructed, the US Navy’s Gemini Eulerian solver was used to compute 
the peak pressures and impulses at the reported location of each blast injury victim.  For blast victims with 
a head-out exposure while at the surface of the water, the lungs were approximated as 10 cm beneath the 
surface and the lower abdomen was approximated as 30 cm beneath the surface.  Though these differences 
are generally a much shorter length scale than the horizontal separations from the charge, the resulting 
pressure time histories were sensitive to the distance of each organ system under the water.  For example, 
this 20-cm distance typically yielded peak pressure and impulse values that differed by a factor of 2-3 
owing to the tension wave reflecting off the surface of the water.  The abdominal exposures were therefore 
significantly different from the pulmonary exposures for the same person (p<0.001 for both peak pressure 
and impulse values).  Orientation in the water was reported in some case studies, but was generally not 
reported with enough frequency or descriptive detail to use it to determine vertical position on a finer scale. 

 
4.3 Protection 
 
Throughout the historical literature, authors repeatedly state their beliefs that life preservers should help 
mitigate the injurious effects of underwater blast in the lungs [12, 65].  These beliefs were stated without 
any evidence and were contended even as early as their initial publication in 1943 [53].   Recent 
investigation shows that modern personal protection in air blast offers substantial protection to the lungs 
[66], potentially increasing the relative occurrence of abdominal injuries [67]; however, the protection 
studied covers more of the chest and is much closer-fitting than the “Mae West” or belt-style life preservers 
of the time period. 

While some testing has been performed to determine the protective effect of life preservers, the tests 
have either been inconclusive or determined that the area of protection needs to cover the entire torso to be 
effective [68, 69].  In the absence of experimental data, statistical analysis of the exposure dataset was 
performed to determine if wearing a life preserver provided a protective effect.   Since the “life preserver” 
dataset was relatively small, the protective effect of life preservers was investigated by comparing relative 
injury levels between abdomen and pulmonary systems  of protected and unprotected wearers.  If life 
preservers provided protection to the lungs, then for a comparable level of pulmonary injury the abdominal 
injuries for personnel wearing life preservers should have been worse than for personnel who were not 
wearing life preservers. 

Abdominal injury severity was plotted as a function of pulmonary injury severity for the 187 data 
points accounting for life preserver use.  The personnel not wearing life preservers and the personnel 



wearing life preservers were treated as two completely separate groups, and a linear model was fit to each 
set of data.  The slopes of these lines were compared, and statistical significance was evaluated to 
determine the effect of life preservers.  No significant effect could be detected, so life preserver use was 
eliminated as a statistical variable.  The results of this analysis are presented below. 
 
4.4 Survival analysis 
 
The injury levels for each organ system were separated into one of three groups: non-injury, injury, and 
fatality.  Injury severity levels 0 and 1 were grouped as “non-injury” because level 1 injuries are, by 
definition, asymptomatic.  Injury levels 2-4 were grouped as “injury” since the medical treatments for these 
levels would be similar and the patients would have a good chance of survival.  Injury levels 5 and 6 were 
grouped as fatal because, even by modern standards, these patients would be considered beyond the 
capacity of medical treatment.  While several level 4 cases resulted in fatalities, they were grouped as 
injuries because many of these cases died from infection and would likely be treatable with modern 
antibiotics, imaging, and surgical techniques. 

Parametric survival analyses were performed for each organ system using Minitab (Version 17, 
Copyright ©2014, State College, PA, USA) resulting in four total impulse-based risk functions for blast 
exposure.  The risk functions were in the form of a Weibull distribution: 
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When calculating the injury risk functions, severity levels 0-1 were considered as right-censored 

uninjured and levels 2-6 were considered interval-censored injuries, with possible injurious values between 
0 and the calculated blast impulse.  The same procedure was followed to determine the fatal risk functions, 
with injuries ≤4 considered nonfatal and injuries level 5-6 considered fatal.  Cases that gave a range of 
possible distances were considered right-censored from the minimum possible exposure if an injury or 
fatality did not occur and interval-censored between 0 and the maximum possible exposure if an injury or 
fatality did occur. 
 
4.5 Range predictions 
 
To provide safe distance estimates for underwater blast, the 1% and 50% risk values from the pulmonary 
and abdominal injury and fatality curves were translated into a function of range vs. charge weight using 
the experimentally-validated scaling law shown in Equation 2.  The impulse values for injury were lower 
for the abdominal risk functions, while the impulse values for fatality were lower for the pulmonary risk 
functions.  Injury or fatality risk by range is calculated by the system that gives the highest risk at the 
lowest impulse values. 
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Values for k and α corresponding to TNT were used in this analysis.  While TNT itself is rarely used 

for modern military purposes, it remains the standard for comparison of charge strengths.  Owing to the 
tension wave reflected off the surface, Eq 2 describes only fully immersed cases that are away from the 
surface.  Swimmers on the surface would be safe at greater distances than submerged swimmers because of 
the reduction in pressure from the reflected tension. 
 
5. RESULTS 
 
4.1 Protection 
 
The injury data and regression fit lines for the life preserver analysis are shown in Figure 1.  Both 
regression lines are acceptable fits to the data (slope= 0.71, intercept= 0.76, R2= 0.53 with life preserver; 
slope= 0.81, intercept= 0.06, R2= 0.75 without life preserver).   
 



 
 

Figure 1. Abdominal injury severity as a function of pulmonary injury severity, for two 
groups wearing and not wearing life preservers at the time of blast exposure.  Points on 

the graph may represent multiple data points. 
 

While the R2 values are moderate, the p-values (<0.001) for the slopes of both lines confirm that there 
is a statistically significant increase in abdominal injury severity with increasing pulmonary injury severity.  
This result is not surprising, since more severe injuries to both systems would logically result from an 
overall higher blast exposure.  However, there is no significant difference between the slopes of the lines 
(p>0.42).  So, life preserver use was therefore eliminated as a variable in injury risk. 
 
4.2 Survival analysis 
 
Figures 2a and 2b show the injury data for both organ systems plotted against peak pressure and impulse of 
exposure.  For simplicity, cases with a range of possible distances are shown plotted at the exposure values 
corresponding to the mean distance.  These results are compared with the current US Navy guidelines for 
safe exposure levels and probable injury threshold. 
 

 
Figure 2a. Abdominal injuries. 
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Figure 2b. Pulmonary injuries.  Injuries plotted against peak pressure and impulse of 

exposure.  Dotted and dashed lines represent current US Navy guidelines for “safe 
exposure” (50 psi, or 345 kPa) and “probable injury” threshold (500 psi, or 3447 kPa). 

 
Figures 3 and 4 show the pulmonary and abdominal injury and fatality risk functions as computed by 

Minitab.  The coefficients of the equations are shown in tabular form in Table 3. 

 
 

Figure 3a. Abdominal injury risk function.    Figure 3b. Abdominal fatality risk function. 
 

     
Figure 4a. Pulmonary injury risk function.    Figure 4b. Pulmonary fatality risk function. 
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Table 3. Risk function equations and 50% risk values 
 Injury Risk Function Fatality Risk Function 

Abdominal β= 0.954 ; η= 323.2 β= 4.538 ; η= 894.2 
Pulmonary β= 1.373 ; η= 378.9 β= 1.659 ; η= 745.6 

 
 Injury Risk (kPa*ms) Fatality Risk (kPa*ms) 
 1% 50% 1% 50% 

Abdominal 3 ± 3 220 ± 65 325 ± 71 825 ± 42 
Pulmonary 13 ± 10 290 ± 28 47 ± 33 598 ± 171 

 
4.3 Range predictions 
 
The calculated range guidelines for immersion for injuries and fatalities are shown in Figure 3.  The 
corresponding constants to compute range based on scaled impulse (manipulation of Eq 2) are described in 
Table 4.  The two scaling constants for TNT, k and α, were converted to Metric values from those found in 
Ref [70].  These curves predict ranges based on impulse for ideal explosives converted to a TNT standard.  
For a non-ideal explosive with a higher relative impulse value (e.g., aluminized charges), these range 
predictions will likely underestimate safe range. 
 

 
Figure 3. Predicted range for immersion injuries as a function of charge weight, 1% and 50% injury and 

fatality risk curves. 
 
6. DISCUSSION 
 
The current US Navy 500 psi guideline for ‘probable injury’ (dashed lines, Figures 2a and 2b) is 
qualitatively different than the results of the injury assessments from this study.  The largest grouping of 
human fatalities from underwater blast exposure has exposure levels that are lower than the US Navy 
‘probable injury’ guidelines. The safety guidelines developed by Richmond et al. [17, 72] are the most 
meticulously-developed standards to date, but even these were not based on human injury data.  Instead, 
they were developed to assert safe levels only, and were based on extrapolations from animal data that were 
then given a factor of safety.  In addition, the gauges in Richmond’s experiments were located 30 cm below 
the surface (12 in) with vertical swimmers at the surface, so the guidelines do not account for the increased 
impulses that would be seen by the lungs and chest if the diver were fully immersed. 

The results of this study are compared directly with air blast fatality risk curves of Bass et al [6] as a 
function of peak pressure and impulse using a Friedlander approximation (Figure 5).  For a blast peak 
pressure of 300 kPa, the corresponding ideal blast in air would have an impulse of 393 kPa*ms.  At this 
impulse level, this study predicts a 29% chance of fatality for pulmonary injuries and a 3% chance of 
fatality from abdominal injuries.  This is consistent with the biomechanics of transmission of blast to the 
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chest in air compared with in water.  It is expected that water transmission will be better coupled to the 
chest leading to lower impulse values for injury risk. Comparing Richmond’s experiments with the current 
study, Richmond predicts a safe level of 14 kPa*ms impulse for swimmers, while this study finds a 1% 
injury risk level at 3 kPa*ms for the chest and 13 kPa*ms for the abdomen.  Since minor chest and 
abdominal injuries are unlikely to be diagnosed relative to major injuries, the results of this study and 
Richmond are similar in magnitude and are consistent.   
 

 
Figure 5. Guidelines plotted with the pulmonary data from Figure 2b. 

 
Previous investigators have suggested that impulse is a better correlate with human injury than 

peak pressure, but Figures 2a and 2b show that peak pressure and impulse are very highly correlated.  So, 
statistical testing concluded that either could be used to accurately predict injuries for this dataset in 
contrast with the assertions of previous investigators.  The dataset used in this study, however, almost 
exclusively contains exposures from ideal high explosives at the surface of an open body of water.  In an 
enclosed space, or with non-ideal explosives, peak pressure and impulse are not always simply correlated.  
Experience with damage to underwater structures and pathobiology of air blast at long durations  indicate 
that impulse should be a sensitive predictor of injury severity cf. [71], but it is difficult to demonstrate this 
without additional data from a wider variety of exposure types. 
 
7. CONCLUSION 
 
This study provides the first underwater blast injury risk functions based on human data.  The dramatic 
difference between current US Navy guidelines and the available human data emphasizes the need for more 
realistic underwater blast guidelines.  The current US Navy guideline for probable risk of injury falls at a 
peak pressure value higher than most of the fatalities in the current literature.  The guidelines adopted from 
Richmond’s experiments provide an impulse value for safe exposure, but are not frequently used because 
they do not provide a conversion from impulse to range.  The Richmond guidelines also do not provide 
information about risk of injury or fatality should personnel be within the recommended range.  Using the 
guidelines published in this study, for the first time military operators can reasonably estimate the risks 
from underwater blast exposure. 

Previous literature suggested that the intestinal tract was more vulnerable to injury than the lungs in 
underwater blast.  However, this study demonstrated that the abdominal cavity is not i more vulnerable, 
instead it is exposed to substantially higher levels of blast when the victim is at the surface.  Since the 
majority of historical exposures have occurred at or near the surface, the frequency of severe abdominal 
injuries has remained subject to this misinterpretation. 

This model has several limitations, primarily based on its use of reconstructions based on historical 
data.  While the DYSMAS hydrocode has been extensively validated, computational reconstruction will 
always introduce uncertainty compared with real-time measurement of values.  In addition, the ranges 
provided were largely self-reported.  Distressed sailors abandoning a sinking ship while swimming rapidly 
may provide only a gross estimation.  At the beginning of the model development, this shortcoming was a 

10
2

10
3

10
4

10
1

10
2

10
3

10
4

Peak Pressure (kPa)

Im
p

u
ls

e
 (

k
P

a
*m

s
e

c
)

 

 

50% Lethality, Bass
50% Lethality, Lance
Safe Level, Richmond



 

 

concern and was extensively tested.  For any reported range, impulse and pressure values were also 
calculated for distances ±50% of that range.  Though this data is not presented here,  typically variations of 
±50% range yielded peak pressure and impulse variations of about 3-4%, except for large ranges (>150 m).  
This change was not large enough that the error in estimation prevented development of an accurate risk 
model. 

This study is limited to ideal pressure profiles in open water.  Future work may include long-duration, 
high-impulse explosive types and closed-environment data if available.  This data would serve to better 
separate the influences of impulse and peak pressure for a wider range of applicability.  
 
8. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
We gratefully acknowledge the funding provided by the DoD SMART Scholarship for the research and 
education of Rachel Lance.  We also gratefully acknowledge funding provided by the US Army MURI 
program (U Penn prime - W911NF-10-1-0526) partially supporting Bruce Capehart and Cameron Bass.  We 
would like to thank Reid McKeown and Greg Harris of Naval Surface Warface Center Indian Head 
Division for their invaluable discussions, which enabled the successful use of the DYSMAS Hydrocode.  
We would also like to thank Robert Womble, Senior Chief, Explosive Ordnance Disposal, Ret., for 
providing his technical expertise on underwater explosives.  Finally, we would like to acknowledge the 
professional support of Naval Surface Warfare Center Panama City Division, Code E15 Underwater 
Systems Development and Acquisition. 
 
9. REFERENCES 
 
1.  Green, J., Diving With and Without Armore: Containing the Submarine Exploits of J.B. Green. 

(Faxon's Steam Power Press, Buffalo, NY, 1859) pp. 58. 
2.  Heinke, J., On Improvements of Diving Dresses and Other Apparatus for Working Under Water, 

Proceedings of the Insitution of Civil Engineers, Eds. 1856)  Minutes, 15:320. 
3.  Mathew, W., J Roy Nav Med Serv, 4(1917),  pp. 108-109. 
4.  Cudahy, E. and Parvin, S., The Effects of Underwater Blast on Divers, (Naval Submarine Medical 

Center, Groton Conn, Submarine Medical Research Lab, 2001).  
5.  Bowen, I., Fletcher, ER, and Richmond, DR, Estimate of Man's Tolerance to the Direct Effects of 

Air Blast, Washington, DC, 1968). 
6.  Bass CR, R.K., Salzar R, J Trauma, 65(2008),  pp. 604-15. 
7.  Panzer, M., Bass, CR, Rafaels, KA, Shridharani, J, Capehart, BP, J Trauma, 72(2012),  pp. 565-

456. 
8.  Rafaels, K., Bass, CR, Panzer, M, Salzar, R, J Trauma, 69(2010),  pp. 368-74. 
9.  Rafaels, K., Bass, CR, Salzar, RS, Panzer, M, Woods, WA, Feldman, S, Cummings, T, Capehart, 

BP, J Neurotrauma, 28(2011),  pp. 2319-28. 
10.  Rafaels, K., Bass, CR, Panzer, M, Salzar, R, Woods, WW, Feldman, S, Walilko, T, Kent, R, 

Capehart, B, Foster J, Derkunt, B, Toman, A, J Trauma, 73(2012),  pp. 895-901. 
11.  Rusca, F., Zietschr Chir, 132(1915),  pp. 315-374. 
12.  Greaves, F., Draeger, RH, Brines, OA, Shaver, JS, Carey, EL, U.S. Naval Medical Bulletin, 

41(1943),  pp. 339-352. 
13.  U.S. Navy Diving Manual, Rev. 6, (2011). 
14.  Lance, R., Bass, CR, (Submitted for publication), (2014). 
15.  Corey, E.L., United States naval medical bulletin, 46(1946), pp. 623-652. 
16.  Richardson, W., Greene, CR, Jr, Malme, CI, Thomson, DH, Effects of noise on marine mammals, 

USDI/MMA/OCS study 90-0093, (Bryan, Texas, LGL Ecological Research Assoc, 1991).  
17.  Richmond, D., Underwater shock facility and explosion levels evaluated by a swimmer, Lovelace 

Foundation for Medical Education and Research, in Proceedings, 5 th International Symposium on 
Military Applications of Blast Simulation, Stockholm, Eds. 1977).  

18.  Richmond, D.R., Yelverton, J.T. and Fletcher, E.R., Far-field underwater-blast injuries produced 
by small charges, (DTIC Document, 1973).  



 

 

19.  Yelverton, J., Richmond, DR, J Acout Soc Am, 70(1981), pp. 84. 
20.  Zuckerman, S., Proc R Soc Med, 34(1941), pp. 171-192. 
21.  Adler, J., Med Bull US Army Eur, 7(1981), pp. 33-35. 
22.  Cameron, G., Short, R. and Wakeley, C.P., British Journal of Surgery, 30(1942), pp. 49-64. 
23.  Draeger, R.H., Barr, J.S. and Sager, W., Journal of the American Medical Association, 132(1946), 

762-767. 
24.  Ecklund, A., U.S. Naval Medical Bulletin, 41(1943),  pp.19-26. 
25.  Harmon, J. and Haluszka, M., Military medicine, 148(1983), pp. 586. 
26.  Hirsch, M., and Bazini, J, Clin Radiol, 20(1969),  pp. 362-370. 
27.  Bebb, A., Royal Navy Physiological Report, 51(1951),  pp. 641. 
28.  Christian, E.A. and Gaspin, J.B., Swimmer safe standoffs from underwater explosions. (Navy 

Science Assistance Program, Naval Ordance Laboratory, 1974).  
29.  Cole, R., Underwater Explosion. (Dover Publications, Inc., New York, N.Y., 1948)   
30.  Nakahara, M., Nagayama, K, Mori, Y, Japanese Journal of Applied Physics, 47(2008), pp. 3510-

3517. 
31.  Ridah, S., J Appl Phys, 64(1988), pp. 152-158. 
32.  Slifko, J., and Farley, TE, Underwater Shockwave Parameters for TNT, NAVORD Report 6634, 

1959). 
33.  Andersen, P. and Løken, S., Acta physiologica Scandinavica, 72(1968), pp. 6-14. 
34.  Bebb, A., Underwater Explosion Blast at Distant "Safe" Ranges: Reflection Waves from 

Explosives Fired in Haslar Creek, (Medical Research Council, 1954).  
35.  Miller, S., Jasak, H, Boger, DA, Paterson, EG, Nedungadi, A, Computers and Fluids, (2012). 
36.  Shin, Y., Computers and Structures, 82(2004), pp. 2211-2219. 
37.  R. McKeown, O.D., G. Harris, H.-J. Dickhoff et al., Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head, 

Report IHTR 2494, (2004). 
38.  Wardlaw, J., A. B., Luton, J. A., Renzi, J. R., Kiddy, K. C., and McKeown, R. M., NSWC-IHD 

Technical Report IHTR 2500, (2003). 
39.  Williams, E., British Journal of Surgery, 30(1942), pp. 38-49. 
40.  Auster, L.S. and WILLARD, J.H., Journal of the American Medical Association, 121(1943), pp.  

995-999. 
41.  Breden, N., d'Abreu, A. and King, D., British medical journal, 1(1942), pp. 144. 
42.  Cameron, G., Short, HD, Wakeley, CPG, British Journal of Surgery, 31(1942), pp. 51-66. 
43.  Ellis, F., The Present Position of Our Knowledge of the Injurious Effect of the "Blast" of 

Underwater Explosions, (Medical Research Council, Royal Naval Personnel Research Committee, 
1944).  

44.  Gage, E., US Naval Med Bull, 44(1945), pp. 225-231. 
45.  Gill, W. and Hay, C., British Journal of Surgery, 31(1943), pp. 67-73. 
46.  Goligher, J., King, D. and Simmons, H., The Lancet, 242(1943), pp. 119-123. 
47.  Gordon�Taylor, G., British Journal of Surgery, 30(1942), pp. 89-107. 
48.  Hamlin, H., U.S. Naval Medical Bulletin, 41(1943), pp. 26-32. 
49.  Martin, P., The Lancet, 242(1943), pp. 336. 
50.  Moore, T., British medical journal, 2(1944), pp. 626. 
51.  Palma, J., and Uldall, U.S. Naval Medical Bulletin, 41(1943). 
52.  Pinnock, D.D. and Wood, P., The British Medical Journal, (1943), pp. 537-539. 
53.  Pugh, H., and Jensen, RM, American Journal of Surgery, 60(1943), pp. 429-432. 
54.  Webster, D., Ross, A. and Alford, E., Canadian Medical Association journal, 49(1943), pp. 1. 
55.  Williams, E., War Medicine, 5(1944), pp. 296-299. 
56.  Wright, H., Davidson, W. and Silvester, H., Royal Navy Physiological Report, 50(1950), pp. 639. 
57.  Yaguda, A., US Naval Med. Bull, 44(1945), pp. 232-240. 



 

 

58.  Fothergill, D.M., Schwaller, D., Forsythe, S., et al., Recreational diver responses to 600-2500 Hz 
waterborne sound, (DTIC Document, 2002). 

59.  Huller, T., and Bazini, Y, Arch Surg, 100(1970). 
60.  Petri, N.M., Dujella, J., Definis-Gojanovic, M., et al., The American journal of forensic medicine 

and pathology, 22(2001), pp. 383-386. 
61.  Theobald, X., Effects of Underwater Explosions on Organisms (Apropos of Two Cases), 

(University of Bordeaux II, Bergerte Publishing, 1977) . 
62.  Weiler-Ravell, D., Adatto, R, Borman, JB, Israel J Med Sci, 11(1975), pp. 268-274. 
63.  Civil, I., Schwab, CW, Journal of Trauma, 28(1988), pp. 87-90. 
64.  Moore, E., Cogbill, TH, Malangoni, MA, Jurkovich, GJ, Champion, HR, Gennarelli, TA, 

McAninch, JW, Pachter, HL, Shackford, SR, Trafton, PG, Journal of Trauma, 30(1990), pp. 1427-
1429. 

65.  Zuckerman, Vulnerability of Human Targets to Fragmenting and Blast Weapons, (Textbook of 
Air Armament, Ministry of Defence, Britannic Majesty's Government, 1969) . 

66.  Wood, G., Panzer, MB, Shridharani, JK, Matthews KA, Bass, CR, Injury Prevention, 19(2013), 
pp. 19-25. 

67.  Cripps, N. and Cooper, G., Journal of Trauma-Injury, Infection, and Critical Care, 40(1996), pp. 
206S-211S. 

68.  Friedell, M. and Ecklund, A., US Naval Med. Bull, 41(1943), pp. 353-363. 
69.  Greaves, F.C., An experimental study of underwater concussion. 1943) . 
70.  Arons, A., Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, 26(1954), pp. 343-346. 
71.  Bulson, P., Explosive Loading of Engineering Structures. (CRC Press, 2002) . 
72.  Richmond, D., Abstract of the Undersea and Hyperbaric Medical Society, Inc. Annual Scientific 

Meeting, (1976). 

 


